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UF.MAUKS 

AppliciUit has aincmlcd the Speuiticatiun in order to obviate the <31iiee'a rejection. 
Appliciinl has llu lher amended the specillcation to provide a reference to Uie issued 
paLenl ^ Vh'ell. 

auinis 1-4, 6-11, 18-19, 21-25, 34 mid 36 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
as anlicipaled by Tso el. al, (U.S. T»atent No. 6,0HKyK03.) Applicant rcRpectfuHy traverses 
the rejection. 

Tso, die OlTice asserts, hxs all the elemenLs ol' independent claim 1 . The ()rnce\s 
position is predicated upon Tso's "pjuser" being ^ie^ved as tlie equivalent ol tile 
''protocol parser'" of daim 1, citing Col. 6, lines 10-24. With all due respect, Applicant 
does not agree because the passage cited is not complete — (he reminder of the passage 
makes clear that Tso\s '"parser"^ does not have the operations that die OHlce would claim 
tor it. 

First, us seen at Tso at Col. 6, lines 25-29, lines 38-41 and lines 55-K, llie parser is 
coupled to an HTTT* remote proxy. Such a proxy by deHnition only receives one type of 
data that transmitted over the ll>perText Transport Protocol, lliere is no "'protocol 
parser"" nor "protocol .scanner*' nor their equivalents referred to in the cited language in 
Tso foi* a veiy simple reason the only datii being eXionined is that using a single 
protocol HTTP. Since the data is only HTTP data, Tso does not need to implement a 
protocol piU'Ser oi* scanner the cited passage teaches a de^'ice that ciUi only intercept 
data being trmismittcd using the ITITP protocol. 

Thus, T.so is simply incapable of anticipating the elements ofclaim 1 . There is no 
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""protocol pui i^cr" — Tso has no need to parse p otocols. Instead it is opui'atus ^vholly ou 
a .single protocol HTTT*. Since there is no protocol parser, there can he no interception of 
instiiut messaging or peei* to peer eode by a pi otoeul p<u*ser to a prosu ibed eoile sesinner. 
(Moreover, Applicanl cannot find any mention oI*instant messaging or peer to peer code 
in T«o.) Finally, iL is suhmilted, Tso^s virus checker is not Ihe same nor can he defined to 
be die same element as claim 1 proscribed eode scanner it does not receive eode lirom 
a protocol iwser and could not he configured to receive code from a protocol parser. Tso 
has no protocol pai su*. 

The lack ofa "protocol parser" in Tso includes the failure ofTso to teach^, suggest 
oi' disclose imy "piotoeol piirsei" (v^iidi is described in the parent, e.g., at Col. 6, line 56 

Col. 7, line 0: ''In this embodiment of the niediod and system^ during scanning, the 
NTT 40 can discriminate among difTerenl protocols implemented on top of the transport 
layer, u.sing dilTerent methods ofhandhng each protocol. A protocol is a strict set ofrules 
that govern the exchange of infoitnation between computer devices. To communicate 
.succe.s.srully, the communicating computers must u.se the same protocol ... .FIG. 4 (lirther 
illuslrates an embodiment of the metliod and system in wfiich, during scanning, the NTT 
40 may be used in coniunction witLi parsers to track the state of and modify tlie behavior 
of. selected protocols. This function is perrormed by tlie Protocol T*ar.ser 41 . T*ar.sers are 
used to diseriniinate among diU'ereiit protocols implemented on top of tfle H'iUispoit 
layer.") 

Accordingly, Applieimt respectlully requests the ^tlidiawal of &e rejection to 
claim 1. 

Applicant further re.^pectrully reque.^ts the withdrawal of the rejection to claims 2- 
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4, uud 10 us dicy d;;pcnd from allowable base vlaim I. llicrctbrc, Appliciuit 
submiU;^ Ihey are allowable, as; well. 

Indcpciulcnt claims 9, 11, 18, 34 mid 36 shiiru a siinibu' limitatiLm as claim 1 with 
regard Ui providing a protocol parser and/or parsing code. Thus, Applicant submits., Uie 
argument above with regard to claim 1 apply to these claims as well. Thus Applicant 
rcspcctlully requests tlic withdrawal of the rejection to tliuse claims. 

Claims 19afid 21-25 depend Prom claim IX. Therefore^ Applicant respectPully 
requebls tlie witlidrawal of the ivjcctiuu to those claiuis as tlic>' depend from au allowable 
base claim. 

Claims 5, 12, 15-17, 20, 20-29 and 32-33 are rejected \mder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tso as applied to claims 1 and 18 and further in \'iew of Johnson 
(US T*atent Nn. 5,6X2,42K.) Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

As was noted above, the (ailure ofTso to reterence, teach^ suggest or disclose a 
protocol pai'ser, smd instead operate only witfiin tfie n^UTow consli'aints of a single 
protocol removes Tso as a reference. Accordingly, the combination oPTso and Johnson 
fails as well. Moreover, as Tso fails to disclose any reference to encryption, it similarly 
fails to teach or suggest any encryption. 

ThuSj Applicant respectfully request the withdraAval of the rejection to claims 5, 
12, 15-17. 20, 26-29 mid 32-33. 

Claims 13-14 and .3(K11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. }j 1 ()3(a) as lieing 
unp;itentable uvu* a combined Tsu Jolmson system md tunhei' in view of lilgiunid et. 
al. (LT.S. Patent No. 6,389,534.) Applicant respectfully traverses die rejection. 

As was noted above, the failure of Tso to reference, teach, suggest or disclose a 

10 



PA(X12/13'RCVDAT«S5:S7:29PM [Eastern DayligtdM^ 



FiiJoseph Chovanes To:Exa. Pyzocha (17038729306) 



17:58 85/82/85 EST Pg 13- 



protocol pai'scr, and instead operate only ^diin tfie nairow consH aints of a single 
prolcx^ol removes Tso as a reference. Accordingly,^ llie comhination ofT.so and Johnson 
thils as well. Mureuvei; as U so tails to disclose any ret'erenee to euciyption^ it siinihirly 
(ails lo leach or suggest any encryption. Finally, the addition ol*lhe Rlgamal reference 
dne^; not make Uie comhinalion of the references any more relevanl. 

llius. Applicant respectfully request die Tvididrawal of die rejectiou to claims 13- 
14 and 30-31. 

Applicant notes tlie remaining rctei*euces cited by tlie lix^miiner. 



llierefbre, tur the reasons given above. Applicant submits the application is now 
in condiLinn for allowance and Applicant reRpeclfully requeslR early iftftuance of Lhe 
Nolice of Allowance. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitled. 




Joseph E. ChoviUies 
Uegislralion No. 33,4K1 
Suite 320 

5 Great Valley Pmkway 
Malvern, PA 193.5.5 
(610) 64H-3994 
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